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ABSTRACT 
A Study of Holistic Grading and Descriptive Analysis 
as Measures of Pupil Performance 
on the New York State Preliminary Competency Test 
1982-1984 
May 1985 
Travis E. Jackson 
B.S. State University of New York at Cortland 
M.A., New York University 
Ed.D., University of Massachusetts at Amherst 
Directed by: Professor William Lauroesch 
The educational goal of this investigation was to determine what 
to emphasize in construction to improve pupil performance in written 
composition, as measured by tests of competency in New York State. 
Papers written by a sample (N=50) of eighth grade pupils on two 
sections of the Preliminary New York State Competency Test (report and 
persuasive essay), which had been graded holistically, were subjected 
to descriptive analysis, using criteria and standards established by 
the National Assessment of Educational Progress study in writing. 
Additionally, papers were rated on appearance alone, and scores on 
standardized tests of achievement and aptitude were recorded for all 
of the pupils in the sample. The research undertook a series of 
correl ational studies to determine the most promising variables for 
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discerning useful distinctions between acceptable and unacceptable 
papers. Elements derived from the correlational studies formed the 
basis for comparison of top and bottom (N=12+12) papers. 
Findings revealed that good papers (i.e., those with the highest 
holistic scores) were discernibly different from poor papers (i.e., 
those with the lowest holistic scores) in their manifestation of 
syntactical and editorial skills. Cosmetic differences were minimal, 
and there was a consistently high correlation of holistic scores with 
performance on standardized tests of aptitude and achievement. 
The major conclusion of the study was that while the holistic 
score is reasonably reliable for purposes of summative evaluation, it 
is descriptive analysis that informs and directs instruction in 
writing. The most pronounced insight from descriptive analysis was 
derived from the implication of only slight differences in the numbers 
of consolidated sentences (between good and poor papers) and 
significant differences in the number of marks of internal 
punctuation. The latter were construed as evidence of consciousness 
of internal relationships that are, in turn, the benchmarks of 
operational control. 
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CHAPTER I 
THE PROBLEM 
The research project described in this dissertation finds its 
basis in a long-time interest in the teaching of writing. More 
specifically, the interest has been narrowed to the competency testing 
movement in New York state as it relates to the evaluation of written 
discourse. 
The New York State Board of Regents approved the concept of a 
basic competency test as far back as 1976. Early versions of the test 
were severely criticized for not being rigorous enough. The test was 
subsequently replaced by the Regents Competency Test (RCT), which is 
administered to high school juniors. A student must successfully 
complete the RCT before he/she can be graduated from high school. A 
Preliminary Competency Test (PCT) is given to students in the eighth 
grade to identify those students who are potential RCT failures and 
who are in need of remediation. 
Both tests have as their objective the measurement of competency 
in writing, and each test includes three kinds of written discourse. 
The first writing task is a business letter in which the student must 
demonstrate a knowledge of standard form. The second kind of 
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discourse is a written report which is based on a set of notes 
provided. The student must organize this set of notes so as to 
produce a coherent written report. The third piece of writing is a 
persuasive essay or composition. The student is asked to take a stand 
on a problem or issue that has been presented as a hypothetical 
question. The student must decide on two reasons for presenting the 
argument the way he/she does, and the two reasons must be thoroughly 
supported. Of the three sorts of discourse, the inclusion of the 
business letter has raised the most questions and has evoked the most 
criticism. 
The Preliminary Competency Test has been given to students in 
New York State since the 1978-79 school year. To date, very little 
research has been done that gives attention to the reasons for success 
or failure on the test. Further, there is a paucity of data that 
points out the direction that remediation should take. The schools 
have relied on traditional programs in English grammar and 
composition. 
One possible solution to the problem of preparation and 
remediation would be to make a more careful determination of what 
factors are important in regard to the successful completion of the 
test. There is little direction that can be derived from the score, 
since the papers are graded holistically. An overall score is 
assigned to each piece of writing by evaluators who have been trained 
What would seem to be needed is some form of as holistic scorers. 
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analysis that could identify elements of organization, structure, 
style, and convention that bear on relative success of a piece of 
writing as a whole. The supposition upon which this inquiry is 
predicated is that a more accurate determination of the factors 
important in passing the test could be obtained by performing a 
descriptive analysis of pieces of student writing. Further, such 
analysis could lead to determination of what specific skills to 
emphasize in initial preparation for the test, as well as for 
remediation. 
Statement of the Problem 
This study was designed to investigate the relationship between 
two measures of performance by eighth graders on two sections of the 
New York State Preliminary Competency Test in Writing. The piece of 
Reportage and the Persuasive Essay had already been graded 
holistically. This study compared that performance to performance 
when the papers were subjected to a descriptive analysis. The 
investigation also includes an inquiry into the relationship between 
writing performance as measured holistically and the other data that 
were available in the students' permanent records. 
Specifically, the study has sought to: 
1. Determine the relationship between performance on the New York 
State Preliminary competency Test as measured holistically and 
by descriptive analysis. Items included: 
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a. number of words per piece of writing 
b. number of sentences per piece of writing 
c. number of paragraphs per piece of writing 
d. number of punctuation marks 
e. number of letters per word 
f. number of words per sentence 
g. number of sentences per paragraph 
h. number of simple sentences 
i. number of compound sentences 
j. number of complex sentences 
k. number of incorrect sentences 
l. number of paragraphs 
m. number of misspelled words 
n. number of word-choice errors 
2. Determine the relationship between the holistic score and the 
appearance of the paper. 
3. Determine the relationship between holistic score and the data 
found in the permanent record as follows: 
a. reading level as measured by the Iowa Test of Basic Skills 
b. language level as measured by the Iowa Test of Basic Skills 
c. intelligence (IQ) as measured by the Lorge-Thorndike 
Intelligence Test 
4. Determine the relationship between the two writing tasks chosen 
for this research. 
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Definition of Terms 
(D New York State Regents Competency Test: This test is given 
to high school juniors and seniors. Either this test or the New York 
State Regents Comprehensive Examination in English is required for 
graduation from high school. Three writing tasks—a business letter, 
a piece of reportage, and an example of persuasive discourse, are each 
graded holistically on a scale from 0 to 100. The state reference 
point (SRP) or score of 65 or better is considered passing. A 
school's registration will be revoked if 85% of its seniors cannot 
pass the test. 
(2) New York State Preliminary Competency Test: This test is 
administered in eighth grade. It is identical to the Regents 
Competency Test in regard to the three writing tasks and to the method 
of scoring. The purpose of this test is to identify those students 
who will need remediation to be successful on the Regents Competency 
Test taken three years later. 
(3) Holistic Scoring: The term is derived from the emphasis 
placed on the reader's response to the whole piece of writing rather 
than to such aspects as style, content, mechanics, and all the other 
elements that are usually considered when grading a piece of writing. 
The New York State English Bureau defines holistic scoring as a total 
effects approach to the evaluation of a piece of writing. It is the 
overall quality with respect to both content and expression. Holistic 
scoring is done by evaluators who have been trained as holistic 
scorers. 
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(4) Descriptive analysis: This involves examining a paper 
according to a scoring guide. It is descriptive rather than 
evaluative, and it usually involves the counting of such items as 
words, simple sentences, complex sentences, spelling errors, and a 
large number of additional items. This research utilized thirteen 
items for each of the two pieces of writing. Such a method generates 
a great amount of data for each subject in an investigation. 
(5) Reportage: This is the name given to the part of the 
Competency Test that tests the students' ability to organize and use a 
set of notes that are supplied to produce a written report. 
Need for the Study 
There are at least three reasons why this research is 
significant. The first is economic, the second involves its 
importance as a contribution to knowledge in the field of writing 
assessment, and the third is instructional in nature. 
(1) New York state has mandated that remedial instruction be 
given if a student does not pass the Preliminary Competency Test. As 
is so often the case, policy has been mandated without the necessary 
funding for its implementation. As schools face the problems of 
preparing students for the test and for providing remediation for 
those who fail, a more complete understanding of the skills needed to 
pass the test would seem to be a logical point of departure. Perhaps 
it can be shown that some students need not take the test at all. It 
is also possible that remediation may be kept at a minimum. 
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(2) Recent research in written discourse has changed its focus 
away from pedagogical research in which the major questions have 
involved materials and procedures for instruction. Emphasis is not 
being placed on the composing process itself, and attempts are being 
made to determine exactly what information and skills teachers and 
researchers ought to be studying. 
This raises several interesting questions for competency testing 
in the area of writing. According to Williams (1978), more is known 
about testing than about composing. Williams further argued that this 
phenomenon raises a significant problem in judging competency. The 
problem is that the distinction between good and bad discourse may not 
be as straightforward and as clear as most rhetorical textbooks make 
them out to be. 
(3) One of the major criticisms of competency testing is that 
there develops a tendency to teach to the test, and because of this, 
the regular instructional program is shortchanged. Another common 
criticism is that academic excellence declines when the attempt to 
make everyone competent becomes the major objective; minimums become 
maximums. It is possible that a balanced instructional program can 
exist if there is a more complete understanding of what it takes to 
pass the test, and of how much of this is a part of the regular 
instruction in English classes. While passing the test is an 
immediate goal, overall writing competency is the primary objective of 
any writing program. Relationships that have been found in this 
research strengthen the predictability of success and failure in both. 
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Time should not be taken from the regular instructional program 
to be spent on things that do not matter. Further, the preparatory 
and remedial work need not be set apart or considered something extra. 
Instruction for the test should not be unlike instruction that leads 
to overall writing competence. 
In regard to remediation, this research is significant in that 
it can determine which specific skills are needed to pass the test. 
It has long been believed by some students of curriculum that there is 
a very real need, even by those students who function at a seemingly 
low level, for instruction to include important concepts and elements 
of the structure of the language, as well as basic skills and drill. 
This research has helped in determining which skills are the most 
important in assuring success on this particular test. 
Del imitations 
(1) Generalizations of this study are limited to the populations 
similar to that from which the sample was drawn. Although there is a 
slight racial and class mix in the population, the school district is 
one that serves a suburban area with a predominance of white, middle- 
class students. 
(2) The writing tasks were performed under test conditions, and 
understandably, there was a certain amount of anxiety on the part of 
the students. Further, it is quite likely that the two different 
kinds of discourse produced different levels of anxiety. 
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(3) Although there were guidelines for the administration of the 
test, conditions varied somewhat from classroom to classroom. 
(4) The test is limited to three kinds of written discourse, and 
this study used only two of the three. This research used reportage 
and persuasion in the form of an argumentative composition. There is 
increased validity when more than one mode of discourse is used, but 
there is no assurance that the two types used here will yield the most 
significant results. Brown (1978) suggested that tests of competence 
should include at least three modes--’reportage, persuasion, and 
generalization supported by evidence. 
(5) There are additional data that this study did not use and 
additional variables that have probably affected performance. For 
example, the level of education of parents and their economic status 
are known to be important factors affecting achievement, but since 
these are conditions that cannot be altered by an instructional 
program, they have not been taken into account here. 
The investigator was the sole data collector, except for the 
teachers trained in holistic grading and rating the appearance of the 
papers. Although the scoring guidelines demanded rigid attention, 
there exists the possibility of errors and misrepresentations in 
carrying out the descriptive analysis. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
The literature in regard to the entire question of competency 
testing in writing divides into three categories according to three 
major issues. The issues are: (1) the problem of minimums, (2) 
competency testing as a means of improving education, and (3) the 
question of writing competency as it relates to the latest thinking in 
discourse theory. This chapter, dealing with a review of the 
literature, is organized according to these three categories. 
The Problem of Minimums 
The problem of minimums begins with the establishment of minimum 
competencies. In the 1950's a noticeable decline in student 
achievement was answered by reforms in curriculum; in the 1970' s a 
similar decline brought about a demand for minimum competencies. 
During that time, the loss of faith in the schools was justified by 
rising school costs, by reports of drops in achievement, and by public 
criticism of the schools' graduates (Frahm, 1979). Some critics also 
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included declining SAT scores, but there is little reason to believe 
that even the lowest scorers on the SAT would fail a minimum 
competency test as they now exist. 
The question of what is minimal is complicated by the charges of 
MCT critics who argue that the tests are biased against minority 
groups, that the minimums become the maximums, which severely limits 
curriculum development; and the important areas of composition and 
literature will be neglected (Holbrook, 1982). The fear of neglect of 
literature and composition stems from the fact that, with few 
exceptions, most of the exit examinations take the form of machine 
scorable, multiple-choice tests. 
Whether the test is multiple^choice or other, competent has come 
to mean "not incompetent, but barely so, rather than skillful, 
capable, fully adequate" (Probst, 1982). This is not at all similar 
to what Mitchell (1979), in defining the literate person, offered as 
his view of competency. 
The literate person is in control of those techniques 
special to writing rather than to speech. He can formulate 
sentences that make sense. He can choose the right word 
from an array of similar words. He can devise structures 
that show things and statements about things are related to 
one another. He can generate strings of sentences that 
develop logically related thoughts and arrange them in such 
a way as to make the logic clear to others. He can make 
analogies and define knowledge. Because he can do these 
things, he can in reading, determine whether or not someone 
else can do these things. He is familiar with the 
technology of thinking. To accept anything less as our 
definition of literacy is to admit that hardly any of us 
will ever be able to think about anything. That may be 
true, but to admit it is to assure it. 
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If this approximates competence in reading and writing, 
competency tests must somehow measure what Mitchell and others argue 
the competent person should be able to do. Brown (1978) reported that 
at a University of Illinois conference on competency testing in 
writing, these recommendations were developed. A competency test in 
writing should be: 
1. A measure of the ability to follow a set of written 
directions in writing. 
2. A measure of the ability to produce a written report (e.g., a 
set of directions or an order with data supplied the student) to 
a familiar but distant audience (e.g., an order clerk). 
3. A measure of the ability to produce a written generalization 
supported by evidence (with data provided the student) to a 
familiar but distant audience (e.g., a group of teachers or 
townspeople). 
4. A measure of the ability to produce written persuasion to a 
familiar audience (e.g., a school principal). 
5. A measure of the editing skills with particular emphasis on 
sentence completeness; agreement of tenses, pronouns, subjects, 
and object; punctuation, and capitalization. 
6. A measure of spelling based on the oral presentation of words. 
7. A measure of the ability to determine the purpose, audience, and 
constraints of a writing situation and then to determine the 
appropriate uses of language, particularly irony, connotation, 
and metaphor. 
The Preliminary Competency Test and the Regents Competency Test 
in New York State claim to test competencies included in numbers 1,2, 
4, and 5 in the above scheme. The cost of this kind and number of 
tests together with similar tests in the field of literature would be 
prohibitive. 
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Competency Testing as a Means of Improving Education 
In order to improve education, there must first be agreement on 
what good education is. Then, there must also be agreement on which 
competencies are needed to accomplish good education. Two areas where 
there is general agreement about good education are the areas of 
reading and writing. However, Holbrook (1982) cautioned that although 
the minimum competency movement is most concerned with reading and 
writing, it is precisely those areas where educators have voiced the 
strongest opposition to MCT. The opposition finds its basis in a 
number of reasons that are directly related to testing. 
Early competency tests in writing attempted to measure writing 
skills through objective tests. For example, the now defunct New York 
State Basic Competency Test in Writing Skills consisted of separate 
sections in spelling, mechanics, and sentence writing. It also asked 
for two pieces of writing—a paragraph of not more than five sentences 
and a brief business letter (Reigstad, 1981). 
Far from improving education, this test was viewed as 
ridiculously easy and as not responding to the demands of noneducators 
to improve our product. But as Probst (1982) pointed out, the 
school's primary task is to teach, and it has no real responsibility 
to "label" its graduates for the convenience of the business world. 
Even as objective tests are abandoned and writing instruction 
has been expanded, there continue to be problems. Many of the 
difficulties revolve around the question of grading. Often the 
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graders (readers) on competency tests look for the five-part essay, 
and when they do not find it, they occasionally fail an intelligent, 
well-expressed essay merely because it differs from the norm, if the 
graders expect this format, what is the instructor to do but to teach 
students that which will help them to pass. Fagan, Cooper, and Jensen 
(1975) pointed out that. 
Too often instruction becomes narrow and limited 
because of the content and the format of inappropriate 
mandated tests and because teachers feel they must teach to 
such tests. 
Moffett (1970) added, 
In the familiar circular fashion of all state and 
national exams, so far, these tests will act backward to 
determine the curriculum, and teachers will teach to them. 
This shrinking of the curriculum to fit measuring standards 
is precisely what the Dartmouth Seminar denounced. 
Probst (1982) argued that competency testing like the back-to- 
basics movement and other minor crises that have afflicted our 
profession periodically over the last several decades, will ultimately 
prove to be a distraction from the main problem of figuring out how 
best to help children use the language. 
It appears that in most cases the tests do not reflect the 
established curriculum. In fact, the tests define the curriculum 
rather than the desired competencies defining the test. What school 
systems need to know according to Scott ( 1979) is more about why 
students are not performing at acceptable levels. They should be 
aware that MCT gives no direction for improving teaching and learning. 
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Competency Testing and Discourse Theory 
In 1963 , Thomas Kuhn, who was at that time a University of 
California professor, wrote his very influential book, The Structure 
of Scientific Research. In the book, he hypothesized that changes in 
scientific fields do not come about through patient and orderly 
inquiry by the scholars in that field. He suggested that what really 
happens is that breakdowns occur when old methods will not solve new 
problems. He called the resulting change in theory that underlies 
this kind of revolution a paradigm shift (Harrison, 1982). Paradigm 
is defined by Kuhn (1963) as: 
...a system of widely shared values, beliefs, and 
methods that determines the nature and conduct of the 
discipline. A paradigm determines, among other things, 
what is included in the discipline and what is excluded 
from it, what is taught and not taught, what problems are 
regarded as important and unimportant, and by implication, 
what research is regarded as valuable in developing the 
discipline. 
Most English scholars agree that the teaching of writing is 
currently undergoing a dramatic shift. The reason for this shift is 
not unlike the reason for the invention of minimum competency tests. 
Regardless of the causes, there has been a breakdown in the way 
students write. Scholars are looking for better ways to teach 
writing. State legislatures are looking to guarantee that high school 
graduates meet minimum standards. 
The shift is away from what has been called the "current- 
tradi tional" paradigm. This paradigm is characterized by the writing 
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of a product, with the focus usually on exposition. Precision is 
encouraged and the writing is looked on as a statement of what the 
writer already knows. Predetermined topics are assigned, and the 
teacher is usually the sole audience. When there is emphasis on the 
composed product, there is a great deal of attention given to the 
analysis of the discourse into words, sentences, and paragraphs. All 
discourse is classified into description, narration, exposition, and 
argument, and there is a major concern for usage (syntax), spelling, 
punctuation, and style (Young, 1978). 
The shift is towards the new paradigm in which the emphasis is 
on writing as process. The writing designs are open-ended, and 
scholars of the new paradigm view writing as discovery. Writing is 
done for a specific purpose and with a specific audience in mind. One 
of the major aspects of the new paradigm is its response to the charge 
that the current-tradition has been repeatedly attacked for its 
failure to provide effective instruction in the prewriting stage. 
Classical rhetoric included invention as well as arrangement, style, 
memory, and delivery. The new paradigm presents a number of theories 
of invention. 
A major event that encouraged the shift of attention to the 
process of writing was the Anglo-American Seminar on the Teaching of 
Writing held at Dartmouth College during the summer of 1966. In the 
final report, eminent educators from both Great Britain and the United 
States deemphasized the formal teaching of granmar and usage in the 
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classroom and emphasized having children engage directly and totally 
in the writing process in a non-prescriptive atmosphere. 
Regarding the new paradigm, some theorists, including Murray 
(1972) have argued that if we are really concerned with teaching 
students to write, we have to initiate them into the process that 
writers go through and not merely give them a set of rules as most 
composition textbooks tend to do. 
Shaughnessy (1977), Emig (1970), and others have concluded that 
we cannot teach students to write by looking only at what they have 
written. There must also be an understanding of how that product came 
into being. 
Other theorists began to search for structure in hopes that it 
might help to define and set limits on the job of teaching students to 
write. D'Angelo (1976) explained that composition does have an 
underlying structure which gives unity and coherence to the field, and 
that structure can be understood in terms of principles and forms. 
Further, those principles and forms need to be taught in an orderly 
sequence. 
Kinneavy (1969), a leader in new paradigm thought, stressed the 
purpose of discourse as being all important. He argued that each mode 
of discourse corresponds to a different kind of thinking and to a 
different view of reality. He saw writing to delight, to persuade, to 
inform, and to demonstrate. 
Other new paradigm people, such as Booth (1963), expounded a 
rhetorical stance which depends on discovering and maintaining in any 
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writing situation a proper balance among the three elements that are 
at work in any effort of communication—the available arguments about 
the subject, the interests and peculiarities of the audience, and the 
voice or implied character of the writer. When a writer does not give 
equal consideration to all three, the discourse is little more than a 
wasted effort. 
Odell (1979) outlined the job of the writing teacher to be two¬ 
fold. The primary obligation is to influence the way a student 
composes, to make a difference in the student's ability to use written 
language to give order and meaning to his/her experience. He added 
that it is the duty of the teacher of writing also to help refine and 
shape the discourse theory that will guide our work with students. 
In terms of evaluation, it is no doubt easier to measure the 
skills that the current traditional paradigm holds to be more 
important than it is to measure performance in the process of writing. 
However, the designers of the New York State Competency Test obviously 
had both process and product in mind when they called for a holistic 
method of scoring the papers. Writing competence measured 
holistically includes elements of both process and product. There 
will always be a product to be evaluated; holistic scoring introduces 
a process measure of writing competence. Cooper (1976) named five 
areas of writing competence. Arranged in order of importance, they 
are: (1) rhetorical relations, which include voice, purpose, 
organization, and pattern; (2) writing strategies, in which the 
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student exhibits control in choosing a proper strategy; (3) syntactic 
variety and fluency, which has to do with sentence construction and 
internal punctuation; (4) usage and convention in standard English; 
and (5) transcription, which includes appearance, spelling, and proper 
end punctuation. 
Shaughnessy ( 1977 ) suggested a list of specific skills similar 
to Cooper's scheme over which a writer must gain control, and Mai Ion 
(1978) listed six factors in his taxonomy of compositional 
competencies. 
Fagan, Cooper, and Jensen ( 1975) in Measures For Research and 
Evaluation in the English Language Arts included three methods for 
evaluating students' writing. One method. Transformational Analysis 
of Composition (TAC), by Mary M. Dupuis, is for the purpose of 
analyzing and describing the transformational operations in sentences 
in written composition. A second method, The Glazer Narrative 
Composition Scale (GNCS), by Joan Glazer, is designed to assess the 
qualities of children's narrative writing. The third is the 
Evaluation Scale for Personal Writing (ESPW) by the London Association 
for the Teaching of English, Subcommittee for Assessing Composition. 
These works are in basic agreement with a new paradigm theorist, 
Lloyd-Jones (1977), who pointed out that writing must not be judged by 
general criteria for good writing. The specific piece of writing 
should be evaluated, rather, by criteria that are unique to the 
specific task that the writer is attempting to perform. 
20 
For instance, in devising evaluation procedures for the National 
Assessment of Educational Progress writing samples in 1974, 
Lloyd-Jones designed different scoring guides for each of the several 
writing tasks. The NEAP study in writing mechanics scored writing 
samples by using two different approaches to evaluation. The first 
involved the use of a holistic technique, and the second employed a 
very exact descriptive analysis for each writing sample. The first 
method created a fairly accurate ranking of the samples, and the 
second procedure generated a considerable amount of information about 
each piece of writing. This information suggests specific writing 
skills for writing competency, and the two methods of evaluation, 
taken together, form the basis for a correlational study that combines 
the best of the current-’tradi tional paradigm and the newly emerging 
paradigm of process writing. 
CHAPTER III 
METHOD 
The methodology chapter is divided into three sections. These 
are the design of the study, procedure, and statistical analysis. The 
procedure section is further subdivided into: (a) description of the 
sample population, (b) procedure for selecting the subjects, and (c) 
the evaluation instruments. 
The Design of the Study 
This study was designed to compare performance on the New York 
State Preliminary Competency Test as graded holistically with 
identifiable writing skills which have been quantified using a 
descriptive analysis done on two writing samples (reportage and 
persuasive essay) written by each student. 
The study was further designed to determine which of the 
descriptive characteristic prove to be most instrumental to holistic 
success. Once this can be established, good papers (those receiving 
high holistic grades) and poor papers (those receiving low holistic 
grades) can be compared. Direction for the preparation of all 
students and remediation for those who have already failed can be 
suggested. 
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According to Borg and Gall (1983), the correlation method should 
be used when the researcher wishes to discover and clarify 
relationships. It is a way of finding out what factors are related to 
variations in scores, as well as a way of discovering relationships 
between variables. 
In this research, a large number of variables (descriptive 
characteristics, appearance, and the data from the subject's permanent 
record) were considered regarding their relationship to other 
variables being studied. Overall writing ability is a complex 
behavior. In this study, it had already been measured holistically. 
Correlation studies allow us to measure different aspects of the 
complex characteristics; however, correlation studies, by themselves, 
give little or no direction for instruction. The derivation of 
instructional strategies has been a major objective of this study. 
A final feature of the design included the identification of the 
top twelve or "good papers" and the bottom or "poor papers" using 
holistic score. Comparisons were then made between the two groups 
using items of high correlation (at least +.40 or -?.40). In short, 
the intention was to determine what the writers of the good papers did 
what the writers of the poor did not do. Such results provide 
direction for instruction. 
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Procedures 
Description of the Sample Population. All of the subjects in 
this study were selected from the student population of Ramapo Central 
School District in Rockland County, New York. The school district 
serves the three villages of Suffern, Hillburn, and Sloatsburg, as 
well as the hamlets of Airmont, Ramapo, Tallman, and Viola. This 
section of Rockland County is approximately twenty^five miles 
northeast of New York City. It is both suburban and cosmopolitan in 
nature. 
During the 1981-82 academic year, the total school population in 
grades K-12 was 4,998. The school budget for fiscal 1981 was in 
excess of $21,000,000. Approximately 35,000 people live within the 
boundaries of the school district. About 4% of the total enrollment 
are Black, and about 1% have Spanish surnames. Although the 
population is predominantly white and middle class, there are certain 
elements within the population that reach the other end of the 
educational scale. In addition to the sprinkling of Blacks and 
Spanish surnamed, there are rural white, American Indian, and poor. 
The Mew York Times Guide to Suburban Schools (1976) reported 
that about 21% of the homes within the Ramapo District were classified 
as low-cost, and about 10% of the housing were in the high-cost range. 
The remaining 69% were classified as medium-cost. 
Selecting the Subjects. The subjects for this study were 
selected from the 449 students who comprised the eighth grade class at 
Suffern Junior High School during 1981-1982. This school is the lone 
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junior high school in Ramapo Central School District. It houses 
grades seven and eight only. Students who attend Suffern Junior High 
come from the six elementary schools within the district. There is 
one 9-12 high school. 
The fifty subjects were selected using a table of random 
numbers. In order that the New York State Competency Test might be 
given and evaluated as fairly as possible and without bias, student 
names did not appear on the writing samples. Prior to the 
administration of the test, each eighth grader was assigned a student 
identification number according to his/her alphabetical listing in the 
class. It was this number that was used for the random sampling. 
Three writing samples were completed by each subject. This research 
used only two. 
The Evaluation Instruments 
The New York State Preliminary Competency Test in Writing was 
given to all eighth graders at Suffern Junior High in May 1982. The 
test is designed to measure a student's growth in organizing and 
developing ideas in written form at an acceptable level of 
proficiency. Attention is given to sentence structure, spelling, 
punctuation, capitalization, and usage. 
There were three writing tasks. The first task was a business 
letter, the second task was to write a piece of reportage using notes 
that were supplied, and the third task was to compose a persuasive 
essay. 
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The final grade on each piece of writing was determined by 
taking an average of holistic scores from two raters. The same set of 
raters did not grade more than one piece of writing belonging to a 
given student. Consequently, the overall average or final score which 
determined ninth->grade placement in English classes was truly a 
composite score. The New York State Department of Education claims 
high reliability if the standards are carefully established and the 
raters are carefully trained. 
Descriptive Analysis of the Writing Tasks. This method of 
scoring is a thorough, trait-by-trait analysis of writing. It 
provides a comprehensive picture of performance. Such a method of 
scoring boasts high reliability if criteria and standards are well 
defined. This study used criteria and standards set forth by the 
National Assessment of Educational Progress study in writing. These 
are explained in detail in Appendix A. 
The Iowa Tests of Basic Skills. The Iowa Tests of Basic Skills 
were given to all eighth graders during the week of January 11-15, 
1982. These tests are intended to provide for comprehensive and 
continuous measurement of growth in fundamental skills. This study 
used only the reading score and the mechanics of writing score 
(punctuation, capitalization, spelling, and usage). 
According to the teacher's guide used in administering the test 
(1978), reliability varies from test to test and grade to grade. 
However, internal consistency reliability coefficients for the five 
26 
main areas (vocabulary, reading, language, work study, and 
mathematics) range from .89 to .96; composite reliability is .97 to 
.98 for all grades. Test validity is claimed on the basis of over 
forty years of continuous research in curriculum, measurement 
procedures, and the interpretation and use of results. Test items are 
selected by professionals from diverse cultural backgrounds. 
The Lorge^Thorndike Intelligence Test. This test is regarded 
among the best in group intelligence tests. Thorndike and Hagen 
(1961) consider the test's standardization procedures and norms to be 
outstanding. Reliability coefficients estimated by the use of 
alternate forms are high. Validity data are available which show 
satisfactory correlations with other group tests of intelligence as 
well as with achievement test scores. 
Appearance Rating Scale. Three different readers were asked not 
to read the writing samples, but instead to react to the appearance of 
the paper. The raters were asked to consider neatness, the formation 
of letters, the slant of the letters, margins, spacing between words, 
legibility, and overall appearance. Based on these criteria, the 
raters assigned a grade of between 50 and 100. An appearance score of 
75 was considered to be average. 
A brief training session patterned after the training given by 
the New York State Department of Education to prepare holistic scorers 
was conducted prior to the main scoring session. Here, individuals 
were given the opportunity to adjust their ratings to those of their 
colleagues. 
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Statistical Analysis 
Tests of statistical difference (T and F tests) do not reveal 
the magnitude of strength of the relationship between variables. In 
contrast to these, coefficients of correlation are relatively direct 
measures of relationship (Kerlinger, 1964). This research assessed 
the degree of relationship for each of the variables; consequently, 
there was a need to know the correlation coefficient of each. 
Correlation coefficients are best used to measure the degree of 
relationship between two variables to explore possible causal factors 
that can later be tested in experimental design. The purpose here was 
to identify important characteristics. 
Specifically, the statistical analysis is as follows: 
(1) In order to test for the relationship between holistic score and 
individual descriptive characteristics, correlational studies 
were done using each of the fourteen characteristics. 
(2) It was hypothesized that certain of the characteristics would be 
related to others. Correlational studies were done towards that 
end, and the results were placed on a matrix. 
(3) In order to test the degree of relationship between holistic 
score and appearance, correlational studies were done using 
those two variables. 
(4) In order to test the degree of relationship between holistic 
score and IQ, correlational studies were done using those two 
variables. 
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(5) In order to test the degree of relationship between holistic 
score and the language section of the Iowa Tests of Basic 
Skills, correlational studies were done using those two 
variables. 
(6) In order to test the degree of relationship between holistic 
score and the reading section of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, 
correlational studies were done using those two variables. 
(7) In order to determine the degree of relationship between scores 
on the two writing samples, correlational studies were done 
using the holistic score of the report and the holistic score of 
the persuasive essay as the two variables. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS AND INTERPRETATIONS 
To provide a baseline for comparing elements that distinguish 
between good and poor papers, it was first necessary to find out which 
of the variables were related to holistic performance on both pieces 
of writing. The first part of this chapter deals specifically with 
such correlational studies. Once it was established which of the 
variables were significant, there was a basis for identifying the 
differences between good and poor papers. The second part of this 
chapter does that; the findings are presented using the following 
scheme: 
1. Differences between good and poor papers regarding syntactic 
variety and fluency; 
2. Differences between good and poor papers regarding usage and 
conventions of standard English; 
3. Differences between good and poor papers regarding transcription 
skills. 
Correlational Studies 
Tables 1-3 display the results of the correlational studies. 
Results are included when the correlation coefficient is at least + 
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Table 1 
Corerlations of at Least +.40 or ->.40 Holistic Score, Permanent 
Record Information, and Appearance 
Holistic Score, Report and Holistic Score, Essay 
Variable Report Essay 
Iowa Reading Score + .58 + .56 
Iowa Language Score + .59 + .51 
IQ + .51 + .40 
Appearance + .51 + .40 
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Table 2 
Correlations of at Least +.40 or ”.40 Descriptive Characteristics 
and Piece of Writing 
Variable Report Essay 
Total Number of Words + .42 (+.36) 
Letters per Word + .51 (+.31) 
Number of Punctuation Marks + .42 + .42 
Number of Simple Sentences (+.10) + .47 
Number of Sentence Errors ”.45 (”.29) 
Number of Spelling Errors ”.40 ”.51 
Number of Usage Errors ”.40 ”.51 
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Table 3 
Correlations of at least +.40 or -.40 
and Descriptive Character!'sties 
Descriptive Characteristics 
Variables Report Essay 
Number/Words-Number/Sentences + .66 + .70 
Number/Paragraphs (+.35) + .40 
Number/Punctuation Marks + .51 + .40 
Letters/Word-Number/Punctuation Marks + .43 (+.36) 
Number/Sentences-Number/Paragraphs + .45 + .53 
Number/Punctuation Marks + .54 + .49 
Words/Sentence + .50 -.50 
Number/Simple Sentences + .76 + .76 
Number/Paragraphs-Words/Sentence (".21) -.26 
Sentences/Paragraph -.78 -.77 
Number/Simple Sentences (+.33) + .52 
Number/Punctuation Marks-Number/Simple Sentences (+.38) + .44 
Number/Complex Sentences + .46 + .04 
Words/Sentence-Number/Simple Sentences + .52 -.59 
Number/Compound Sentences + .48 (+.06) 
Sentence Errors-Spel1ing Errors + .47 + .42 
Spelling Errors-Appearance (-.14) -.50 
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.40 as the item relates to one of the pieces of writing. 
Corresponding coefficients of less than + .40 have been placed in 
parentheses. 
Students who did well on one piece of writing tended to do well 
on the other, as shown by the + .51 correlation between the two pieces 
of discourse. This is true despite the fact that the two pieces of 
writing call for quite different responses. Similarly, students who 
had scored well on the standardized tests that were included in their 
permanent records generally scores well here also. Correlations 
between the Iowa Test scores in reading and language, and the holistic 
scores on both pieces of writing are in the +.50 to +.60 range. There 
is a +.55 correlation between IQ score and the report and a +.40 
correlation between IQ score and essay. Papers with higher holistic 
scores also tended to "look good" as evidenced by the +.55 correlation 
(report) and the +.40 correlation (essay) with appearance. 
Correlational studies done between holistic scores and 
individual descriptive characteristics yield additional information. 
The correlation between the total number of words and holistic score 
is significant in only the report. The same holds true regarding 
letters per word and the report. Perhaps the most significant finding 
here is that the number of punctuation marks correlates with holistic 
score at +.42 for each piece of writing. There are significant 
negative correlations between holistic score and spelling for both 
pieces of writing, between holistic score and usage for both pieces of 
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writing, and between holistic score and the number of sentence errors 
for the report only. 
A third group of correlational studies concerns those done 
between one descriptive characteriStic and another. Although there 
were a few inconsistencies, the results here tend to support the 
findings in other parts of the study. The results are included in 
Table 3. 
Based on the three kinds of correlational studies, the following 
items are chosen to be used in comparing good papers and poor papers 
in the second part of the analysis: 
Regarding Syntactic Variety and Fluency 
1. Number of words 
2. Number of sentences 
3. Number of paragraphs 
4. Number of punctuation marks 
5. Number of words per punctuation mark 
6. Number of letters per word 
7. Number of words per sentence 
8. Number of sentences per paragraph 
9. Number of consolidated sentences (compound and complex) 
10. Number of sentence errors (run-ons, fragments, awkward 
sentences) 
Regarding Conventions in Standard English 
1. Number of word-choice errors 
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Regarding Transcription Skills 
1. Appearance 
2. Number of misspelled words 
3. End punctuation 
Regarding the Range of Scores 
1. Upper and lower levels of each score 
2. Total range 
Differences Between Good and Poor Papers 
Holistic scoring takes into account rhetorical relations and 
writing strategies, the first two areas in Cooper's five areas of 
writing competence. The three additional areas are more closely 
connected to descriptive analysis. This section of Chapter IV uses 
those areas in describing the differences between good and poor 
papers. The results are shown in Tables 4-7. 
Syntactic Variety and Fluency 
Tables 4 and 5 display some of the descriptive characteristics 
of the average good and average poor paper that have to do with 
syntactic variety and fluency. This includes all of the character^ 
istics considered that relate to sentence structure and internal 
punctuation. One way to discern the differences between what the good 
writers did that the poor writers did not do is to contrast the 
average good paper with the average poor paper. This is done here, 
paying attention to both pieces of discourse. 
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Table 4 
andT?uencv) ^ P°°r Rep°m a"d Essays- Counts <*«««<: Variety 
Good Poor Differ" 
ence 
Average Holistic Score R 88.3 65.6 
-22.7 
E 88.1 66.7 
-21.4 
Average Number of Words R 199.2 187.8 
-11.4 
E 195.8 177.8 
-18.0 
Average Number of Sentences R 14.2 13.8 
-.4 
E 11.8 10.1 
-1.7 
Average Number of Paragraphs R 3.8 3.2 -.4 
E 3.6 2.8 -1.7 
Average Number of Punctuation Marks R 21.8 14.8 -7.0 
E 16.9 10.8 -6.1 
Words/Punctuation Mark R 9.2 12.7 +3.5 
E 11.6 16.5 +4.9 
Average Number of Letters/Word R 4.3 3.9 -.4 
E 4.3 4.1 -.2 
Average Number of Words/Sentence R 14.2 14.4 + .2 
E 17.0 19.0 +2.0 
Average Number Sentences/Paragraph R 4.2 6.6 +2.4 
E 3.4 4.8 +1.4 
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Table 5 
Average Good and Poor Reports and Essays, Sentences 
(Syntactic Variety and Fluency) 
Good Papers Poor Papers 
Type Mean % Mean % 
Sentences R 14.2 13.8 
E 11.8 10.1 
Consolidated Sentences R 4.0 28 3.0 23 
(Compound & Complex) E 3.6 30 2.3 23 
Total Sentence Errors R .6 4 3.5 25 
(Run-ons, Fragments, 
Awkward Sentences) 
E .6 5 3.0 30 
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Table 6 
Average Good and Poor Reports and Essays Appearance, Spellinq 
and Word-Choice Errors 
Type 
Good 
Mean 
Poor 
Mean Difference 
Appearance R 78.6 70.3 -8.3 
E 79.9 71.8 -8.1 
Average Number Spelling Errors R .2 1.1 + .9 
E 1.2 5.2 +4.0 
Average Percent Spelling Errors R .1% .6% + .5% 
E .6% 2.9% +2.3% 
Average Number Word-Choice Errors R 1.0 4.3 +3.3 
E 1.1 4.3 +3.2 
Average Percent Word-Choice Errors R .5% 2.3% +1.8% 
E .6% 2.4% +1.8% 
Table 7 
Average Good and Poor Reports and Essays - Range of Scores 
Good Papers Poor Papers G.F. 
Type Min Max Dif Min Max Dif Dif 
Holistic Score R 
E 
80.0 
83.0 
95.0 
98.0 
15.0 
15.0 
55.0 
55.0 
70.0 
75.0 
15.0 
20.0 +5.0 
Number/Words R 
E 
143.0 243.0 
164.0 235.0 
100.0 
71.0 
127.0 
137.0 
276.0 
246.0 
149.0 
109.0 
+49.0 
+38.0 
Number/Sentences R 
E 
9.0 
9.0 
17.0 
17.0 
8.0 
8.0 
6.0 
6.0 
22.0 
16.0 
16.0 
10.0 
+8.0 
+2.0 
Number/Paragraphs R 
E 
1.0 
2.0 
6.0 
4.0 
5.0 
2.0 
1.0 
1.0 
6.0 
5.0 
5.0 
4.0 _2.0 
Punctuation Marks R 
E 
13.0 
10.0 
42.0 
20.0 
29.0 
10.0 
9.0 
6.0 
25.0 
14.0 
16.0 
8.0 
-43.0 
-2.0 
Letter/Word R 
E 
3.8 
4.1 
4.9 
4.7 
1.1 
.6 
3.6 
3.8 
4.2 
4.4 
.6 
.6 
-.5 
Sent./Paragraphs R 
E 
2.2 
2.5 
9.0 
4.5 
6.8 
2.0 
2.0 
1.5 
15.0 
9.0 
13.0 
7.5 
+6.2 
+5.5 
Simple Sentences R 
E 
5.0 
5.0 
16.0 
13.0 
11.0 
8.0 
3.0 
1.0 
16.0 
10.0 
13.0 
9.0 
+2.0 
+1.0 
Compound Sentences R 
E 
0.0 
0.0 
4.0 
2.0 
4.0 
2.0 
0.0 
1.0 
7.0 
6.0 
7.0 
5.0 
+3.0 
+3.0 
Complex Sentences R 
E 
0.0 
1.0 
7.0 
6.0 
7.0 
5.0 
0.0 
0.0 
5.0 
4.0 
5.0 
4.0 
-2.0 
-1.0 
Fragments R 
E 
0.0 
0.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0.0 
0.0 
2.0 
5.0 
2.0 
5.0 
+1.0 
+4.0 
Awkward Sentences R 
E 
0.0 
0.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0.0 
0.0 
5.0 
4.0 
5.0 
4.0 
+4.0 
+3.0 
Word-Choice Errors R 
E 
0.0 
0.0 
6.0 
4.0 
6.0 
4.0 
0.0 
0.0 
12.0 
12.0 
12.0 
12.0 
+6.0 
+8.0 
Misspellings R 
E 
0.0 
0.0 
1.0 
3.0 
1.0 
3.0 
0.0 
0.0 
4.0 
13.0 
4.0 
13.0 
+3.0 
+10.0 
Appearance R 
E 
69.0 
73.0 
89.0 
89.0 
20.0 
16.0 
64.0 
63.0 
78.0 
81.0 
14.0 
18.0 
-6.0 
+2.0 
Iowa Reading 
Iowa Language 
IQ Score 
8.2 
9.0 
110.0 
13.0 
13.4 
147.0 
4.8 
4.4 
37.0 
5.4 
5.7 
77.0 
12.7 
10.8 
127.0 
7.3 
5.1 
50.0 
+2.5 
+ .7 
+13.0 
40 
Good Papers. Among the good papers, the average holistic score 
is 88.3 for the report and 88.1 for the essay. The report is 199.2 
words long and the essay, 195.8. The report is written in 14.2 
sentences and the essay is 11.8; each is organized into about four 
paragraphs. There are 21.8 punctuation marks per report and 16.9 
punctuation marks per essay. The difference between the number of 
punctuation marks and the number of sentences would strongly suggest 
that the additional punctuation marks are marks of internal 
punctuation. 
There is an average of 4.3 letters per word for both pieces of 
writing. A sentence in the report is 14.2 words long and 17 words 
long in the essay. Each report paragraph contains 4.2 sentences and 
each essay paragraph is made up of 3.4. 
Consolidated (compound and complex) sentences account for 28% of 
the total sentences in the report and 30% of the sentences in the 
essay. Four percent of the sentences in the report and 5% of the 
essay sentences contain some kind of sentence error (run-on, fragment, 
awkward construction). 
Poor Papers. For the poor papers, the average holistic score 
for the report is 65.7 and it is 66.7 for the essay. The report is 
187.8 words long and the essay is 177.8. The 13.8 sentences are 
organized into 3.2 paragraphs for the report; in the essay, the 10.1 
sentences are grouped into 2.8 paragraphs. There are 14.8 punctuation 
marks in the average report and 10.8 in the average essay. There are 
12.7 words per punctuation mark in the report and 16.5 for the essay. 
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Each word in the report contains 3.9 letters and each word in the 
essay has 4.1. A sentence in the report is 14.4 words in length and 
19.0 words long in the essay. Each paragraph of the report contains 
6.6 sentences, and each paragraph of the essay contains 4.8. 
Consolidated sentences account for 22% of all the sentences in 
the report and for 25% of the essay sentences. Twenty-five percent of 
the sentences in the report and 30% of the sentences in the essay 
contain some kind of sentence error. 
Usage and Convention in Standard English 
The descriptive characteristic that best fits under Usage and 
Conventions in Standard English is the number of word-choice errors. 
Among the good papers there is an average of 1.0 word-choice errors in 
the report and 1.1 in the essay. The poor papers have 4.3 word-choice 
errors in each piece of writing. The poor papers have 2% more errors 
than the good papers in both pieces of writing. 
Transcription 
The average appearance score for the good report is 78.8. For 
the essay, it is 79.9. The average appearance scores for the poor 
papers are 70.3 and 71.8 respectively. 
There are .2 spelling errors per good report and 1.2 per good 
essay. On the other hand, among the poor papers, the report contains 
1.1 spelling errors and essay, 5.2. Spelling errors are .5% greater 
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in the poor report than in the good one, and 2.3% greater in the poor 
essay. 
Although end marks of punctuation were not counted as a separate 
character!'stic, there are no major differences between the good and 
the poor papers. Any punctuation differences involve internal rather 
than end punctuation. 
The Range of Scores 
With the exception of the number of punctuation marks, the range 
of scores among the poor papers is greater than the range of scores 
among the good papers. The good papers tend to avoid the extremes as 
evidence by the number of words. The range of the length of reports 
among the good papers is from 143 to 243; the range among the poor 
papers is from 127 to 276. Simply stated, it would appear that some 
of the poor papers are either too long or too short. Good papers tend 
to cluster around the means in most of the descriptive characteristics. 
Summary of Findings 
Students who did well on one piece of writing tended to do well 
on the other. Those who scored well on both pieces of writing were 
often the students whose permanent records indicated success on 
standardized tests of intelligence and achievement. The most 
important descriptive characteristics were the ones directly 
associated with sentence structure and internal punctuation. 
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The findings are as follows: 
1. Good papers (i.e., those with the highest holistic scores) 
were slightly longer than the poor papers and had a narrower range of 
word count. 
2. Good papers had fewer errors in spelling, usage and 
convention, and word^choice than did the poorer papers. 
3. Good papers contained significantly more marks of internal 
punctuation than did the poorer papers. 
4. Poor papers had a far greater number of sentence errors than 
did the good papers. 
5. Good papers had a higher mean appearance score than the poor 
papers; however, the mean appearance score for the good papers was not 
as high as the mean holistic score, and for the poor papers, the mean 
appearance score was not as low as the mean holistic score. 
6. There was a consistently significant correlation between 
scores on standardized aptitude and achievement tests and holistic 
scores on the competency test. 
Interpretation of Findings 
To properly understand and interpret the findings of this study, 
the reader must keep in mind some ideas connected with writing. 
First, there are general or overall writing skills that the writer 
must use in any piece of writing that is undertaken. Secondly, as 
with the two pieces of writing used in this study, each writing 
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assignment asks the writer to do something special. What the writer 
chooses to say will greatly affect how he says it. 
This study used two very different writing tasks. One was to 
write a report from a set of notes and the other was to construct an 
essay in the form of a persuasive argument. Although the assignments 
differed greatly, each lent itself to an analysis using descriptive 
characteristics. 
Ten of the significant descriptive characteristics are 
characteristies that directly or indirectly concern syntactic variety 
and fluency. Within that category, there is a slightly higher 
percentage of consolidated sentences among the good papers. The large 
number of internal punctuation marks among the good papers tends to 
point toward a more sophisticated style in the good papers. This may 
take the form of more consolidated sentences, or it may involve the 
use of phrases where commas are often necessary. There are more 
structural errors among the poor papers. 
Although there are more spelling and usage errors in the poor 
papers, they do not seem to detract a great deal from the score. The 
ability to write clear, structurally sound, correctly punctuated 
sentences seems most important in terms of holistic success. Such 
abilities are those needed to produce any good piece of writing as 
wel 1. 
CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The practical goal that led to this inquiry was to acquire 
insights that would inform and direct instructional efforts which 
would enable pupils who did not render satisfactory performance on the 
New York State Preliminary Competency Test taken in eighth grade to 
perform at a satisfactory level on the Regents Competency Test 
required for high school graduation. Because the official scoring 
method is holistic, there is nothing in the absence of further 
analysis, to guide remediation. To provide data for such an analysis, 
the researcher subjected a random sample (N=50) of papers already 
scored holistically to descriptive analysis, using criteria and 
standards established by the National Assessment of Educational 
Progress study in writing. Papers were then scored on the basis of 
appearance alone. Additionally, scores on standardized tests of 
aptitude and achievement were recorded for all pupils whose papers 
were in the sample. These were the elements of the baseline data. 
The researcher then undertook a series of correlational studies 
to determine the most promising variables for discerning useful 
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distinctions between acceptable and unacceptable papers written by the 
sample population. Using elements derived from the correlational 
studies, the researcher then compared the top and bottom (N=12+12) 
papers from the sample population. Trained evaluators then scored all 
of the papers in the sample on the basis of appearance alone. 
Finally, the researcher compared scores on standardized aptitude and 
achievement tests with holistic scores on the competency test. 
One purpose of this study was to determine which of the 
characteristics measured in the descriptive analysis, if any, show 
significant correlation with the holistic score. A second and more 
important purpose was to find out which of those characteristics are 
found in the good or high-quality papers and what characteristics the 
poor or low-quality papers display, in order that remediation 
activities could be designed. On the basis of these correlational 
studies, fourteen items were chosen to use in comparing high-quality 
papers and low-quality papers. Ten of those items clearly belong to a 
set of skills that relate to syntactic variety and fluency, one item 
relates to usage and convention, and the others are classified as 
transcription skills. 
The procedures briefly described above yielded the following 
results: 
1. Good papers (i.e., those with the highest holistic scores) 
were slightly longer than the poor papers and had a narrower range of 
word count. 
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2. Good papers had fewer errors in spelling, usage and 
convention, and word-^choice than did the poorer papers. 
3. Good papers contained significantly more marks of internal 
punctuation than did the poorer papers. 
4. Poor papers had a far greater number of sentence errors than 
did the good papers. 
5. Good papers had a higher mean appearance score than the poor 
papers; however, the mean appearance score of the good papers was not 
as high as the mean holistic score, and for the poor papers, the mean 
appearance score was not as low as the mean holistic score. 
6. There was a consistently significant correlation between 
scores on standardized aptitude and achievement tests and holistic 
scores on the competency tests. 
Once a writer gets beyond (1) rhetorical relations (including 
voice, purpose, organization, pattern) and (2) writing strategies 
(choosing to the writing problem) — both of which are the most 
important considerations in holistic scoring—syntactic variety and 
fluency are the next most important. Putting one's thoughts on paper 
in a logical wel 1 -organized manner is done best when the writer is 
able to construct orderly and meaningful sentences and to make use of 
appropriate internal punctuation. This study clearly shows the 
differences between high-quality and low-quality papers in regard to 
syntactic variety and fluency. 
Syntactic variety and fluency comprise but one area of the 
mechanics of writing; however, these skills are more dependent on 
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higher level thinking than are the other mechanics areas of usage and 
convention, as well as transcription skills. Of the three, syntactic 
variety and fluency are the most significant in terms of holistic 
success. 
The conclusions and explanatory discussion, the implications for 
curriculum and instruction, the limitations, and the direction for 
further research may be found in the rest of this chapter. 
Conclusions and Explanatory Discussion 
The first conclusion is that if one accepts the view expounded 
in the literature of writing as process, the holistic score serves as 
a reasonably reliable summative evaluation. Research practices, like 
those of schools and testing agencies, have traditionally treated 
writing as a single kind of ability where emphasis is placed on the 
composed product rather than the composing process. Not much thought 
is given to differences in audience and purpose; rather, there is an 
analysis of discourse into words, sentences, and paragraphs, and there 
is a strong concern for usage, syntax,spel1ing, and punctuation. 
Holistic scoring, because of its evaluation of the entire piece of 
writing, responds more to process. This study shows that descriptive 
analysis done on the same product supports holistic scoring. 
A second conclusion is that descriptive analysis leads to a 
better understanding of the elements in a school curriculum that are 
Students did not fail (i.e., write i ntended to improve writing. 
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papers that were judged to be below minimum standards) because of 
errors in usage and transcription alone. On the other hand, high 
performance in those areas often made it possible for marginal papers 
to pass, and at the other end of the continuum was often the 
difference between a good paper and an excellent one. An interesting 
but inconclusive finding is that appearance is important and does 
matter in the overall score. It may well be that there is a 
psychological advantage to attractive packaging. 
A third conclusion is that the most significant element 
associated with success as measured by the New York State Competency 
Test is the capacity to link perceived relationships to appropriate 
syntactic structures. Meaning is communicated through syntax. High- 
quality papers used slightly greater numbers of consolidated 
sentences, but they employed significantly greater numbers of marks of 
internal punctuation. Such marks of internal punctuation serve as 
evidence of a consciousness of internal relationships that are, in 
turn, the benchmarks of operational control. Low-quality papers had 
greater numbers of sentence errors (run-ons, fragments, awkward 
sentences). Many of these sentence errors occur when eighth grade 
writers attempt to consolidate their thoughts but have not yet 
internalized grammatically correct ways of doing it. 
Implications for Curriculum 
The major goal of this study was to inform instruction in 
writing. The purpose of the inquiry was to find out if content 
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analysis would reveal information that would be useful in guiding 
programs. It is important to remember that to the public, a 
satisfactory performance on a competency test is the proxy for 
competence in writing. This inquiry finds no grounds to quarrel with 
that perception, for the New York State Competency Test is, indeed, a 
reliable summative assessment of writing competence (see conclusion 
#1). 
There is a limited usefulness to the typical competency test. A 
major question to be answered in the study involved how such a 
competency test could be studied to make it useful in teaching. In 
part, the inquiry has sought to determine to what extent performance 
on the competency test is a demonstration of writing competence as 
construed in the literature. The major focus has, however, been on 
the identification of specific elements that can be addressed in the 
curriculurn. 
Syntax, the arrangement of words and elements in a sentence to 
show their relationship is best learned through writing. It is the 
relationship between granmar and meaning. Until the writer can deal 
with meaning in a sentence, he/she cannot adequately deal with the 
elements that comprise that sentence. Syntactic variety and fluency 
or the writing of many and varied sentences is not learned through 
grammar exercises alone. Much work with syntax is done during 
revision. Larson (1979), one of the process-oriented people, pointed 
out that revision is an act writers perform as they compose; it is not 
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merely a step that occurs on the product after the first draft has 
been completed. The act of writing itself must serve as a focus for 
all other work done with syntactic variety and fluency. Students 
should write often and in response to varied assignments. Revision 
and editing are important parts of the composing process. 
A second recommendation involves the consolidation of thought. 
Shaughnessy (1979) defined consolidation as the ability to 
subordinate, syntactically, some elements of an idea or statement to 
others and to conjoin other elements that are clearly of equal 
semantic weight. Sentence combining exercises lead to discovery of 
methods of consolidation and to learning about appropriate ways of 
punctuating the sentences. Consolidation of thought increases the 
level of sophistication of sentence structure, thus adding to 
syntactic variety and fluency. In addition to consolidation efforts, 
students should also learn some transformations, (i.e., substitution, 
subtraction, addition) learn to "translate" one English sentence to 
another for a different audience, and learn to re~compose their own 
writing or the writing of another person. All three techniques 
contribute greatly to the development of a more extensive command or 
syntactic variety and fluency. 
Marks of internal punctuation enable the writer to achieve 
higher levels of syntactic variety and fluency. Internal punctuation 
marks are evidence of an awareness of internal relationships that, in 
turn, indicate operational control. In discussing what she called 
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"blurred patterns," Shaughnessy (1979) said that even an inexperienced 
writer's ungrammatical attempts to consolidate "may show a 
responsiveness to the writing situation that should be encouraged and 
not checked by a permanent retreat into simple sentences where the 
subject always comes first and the possibility for subordination is 
lost." 
The question of when internal punctuation should become the 
subject of instruction depends on how one thinks inexperienced writers 
should learn to write. Present discourse theory indicates that it is 
the awareness of the internal relationship that first needs to be 
understood. Such awareness can result from the experience of 
transforming and/or combining sentences into various kinds of 
dependent structures. Shaughnessy (1977) believes that many uses of 
internal punctuation are best taken up after the criteria for sentence 
boundaries are stable and the three main devices for marking these 
boundaries (period, coordinating conjunction, and semicolon) are in 
hand. 
As regards implications for curriculum, the most powerful 
directive stemming from this modest inquiry is with reference to 
proportionate treatment of elements contributing to effective writing. 
The major stress must be on the syntactical relationships described 
above. Other elements (e.g., usage and convention, transcription 
skills) are of lesser importance than their place in the curriculum 
would often seem to indicate. To be sure, these other elements can 
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take on considerable significance in marginal cases, i.e., in crossing 
the line between the unacceptable and the acceptable or between the 
good and excellent. They cannot be ignored, nor can they be ascribed 
a dominant place in the curriculum. 
Limitations of the Study 
This research describes only one facet of the ability to write. 
It deals with two specific writing tasks performed under one 
particular set of circumstances and in no way constitutes a definitive 
study of writing in the largest sense of the word and is, therefore, 
not generalizable to all writing. 
The students taking the competency examination were told that 
their papers would be graded holistically and to use their best 
writing. They were directed to revise, to edit, and to re-copy, but 
they were not told their papers would be subjected to descriptive 
analysis. 
The descriptive analysis generated a great deal of data, so much 
in fact that it was difficult for the one researcher to deal with all 
of it. In retrospect, it would have been very useful to include as a 
descriptive characteristic sentences with phrases, which in practice 
often involves another use of internal punctuation. 
The intent of the descriptive analysis procedure was to be as 
objective as possible. However, sorting decisions were sometimes made 
where it would have been better to consult with a second party. 
Language is not so exact as to lend itself to complete objectivity. 
54 
Further Research 
The conclusions of this study lead to a number of important 
recommendations for further research. Of these, none is more obvious 
or important than the need for similar studies using other types nf 
discourse. This study used two kinds of writing (reportage and 
persuasive essay), done in response to competency test questions. 
Counting both imaginative and expository writing, James Moffett (1981) 
listed assignments which generate more than thirty different kinds of 
written responses. The correlation between reportage and persuasive 
essay is +.51. If correlations with other kinds of discourse hold up, 
we could begin to make some general statements about writing 
competence. 
Further research might also be conducted that involves other 
correlations between elements of organization and structure and 
holistic score, as well as the same elements of organization and 
structure and items of the descriptive analysis. Identifiable 
elements of organization and structure would include what Cooper 
(1976) listed as rhetorical relations and writing strategies. 
Another important recommendation is that additional research 
needs to be conducted in the area of syntactic variety and fluency. 
Key questions in such research should involve taking a closer look at 
the ways in which both successful and unsuccessful student writers 
consolidate ideas and how they use and/or misuse commas when 
punctuating internally. Most important in this vein is the constant 
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quest for better understanding of the mental processes engaging in the 
selection of strategies. Ultimately, the goal is to sharpen these 
mental processes. 
A fourth and final recommendation for further research might 
answer the question regarding how much of being able to consolidate 
ideas and to write using a greater sophistication in syntax is 
devel opmental, Such a project might be longitudinal in nature, and 
would study changes as they occur in a fixed population over a period 
of years. A different method might involve using the same writing 
assignment and giving it to a very large population of writers form 
different age groups. In either case, this kind of study would have 
important implications in terms of how much remediation is essential 
and at what age levels it is best accomplished. 
Finally, all three research proposals would enhance knowledge 
about writing as a process. To be sure, the proposed research, like 
the research in this study, would analyze a product produced by the 
writer, but the overriding strategy in each study would be a 
comparative analysis of good papers and poor papers. Most teachers of 
writing either ignore or neglect the importance of syntactic 
manipulation. Further research would help to focus attention there. 
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WRITING TASK-COMPOSITION 
Directions: Write a composition in which you try to persuade 
the community youth director to accept your opinion on the topic 
described below. Read al1 the information before you start to write. 
The community youth director is thinking about requiring all 
bicycle riders under sixteen to attend a bicycle safety class. The 
youth director wants the opinion of students before deciding whether 
or not to require the safety class. Decide whether you agree or do 
not agree that a bicycle safety class should be required. Write a 
composition of at least 150 words stating your opinion to the youth 
director. Give two reasons for your opinion. Explain each reason. 
Keep in mind that the purpose of your composition is to persuade 
the community youth director to accept your opinion about whether or 
not to require the bicycle safety course. 
In your composition be sure to: 
- Organize what your write 
- Clearly state your opinion 
Fully explain your two reasons 
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WRITING TASK-REPORT 
Directions: Write a report using the situation and the set of 
notes given below. Read all the information before you start to 
write. 
Your social studies class is studying the history of your 
community. You interviewed a senior citizen who described what school 
was like long ago. You are going to write a report about the 
interview for your class. During the interview, you look notes. The 
notes you took are below. 
Mrs. Rachel Brown - age 80 
Attended Hill Road School about 70 years ago 
Same teacher for 8 years Mr. Vanderhook 
About 30 students in the school 
Warm weather •> classes outdoors 
Many things different then 
Walked to school 3 miles - rain or shine 
Grades 1 through 8 - all in one room 
Had fun 
Water pumped from well in school yard 
Carried lunch in little pail 
Ink for pen - in a small jar set in a hole in each desk top 
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After lunch - climbed trees, played ball 
Enjoyed talking about her school days 
Organize these notes into a written report. To help you 
organize your report, rearrange the notes on scrap paper before you 
start to write your first draft. Be sure to include all the 
information in the notes in your report. 
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Dear _ . 
One of the sub-problems in some research I am conducting is to 
explore the relationship between the appearance of a writing sample 
and the grade that it was given by a group of teachers who rated it 
for content and mechanics. With that in mind, I would like you to 
rate the appearance of a group of papers. You are asked not to read 
them. You simply react to the appearance of the paper, and then 
decide on a grade of 50-100 with 75 being about average. Students 
were not required to write in script. 
Please consider such items as neatness, overall appearance, 
formation of letters, the slant of the letters, margins, spacing 
between words, and legibility. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 
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RAMAPO CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 
TtCKNort u iiTCMFinn. cd.o 
Suponnlenaent • Curriculum 
(914) 3S7-7783 
TOWN Of MAMA PC). HOCK L AN U COUN T Y 
HILLUURN, NEW YORK 10931 
January 8, 1982 
Mr. Travis E. Jackson 
Suffern Junior High School 
Suffern, New York 
Dear Travis: 
This is in response to your January 4 letter requesting per¬ 
mission to make copies of the PCT Writing Test tasks of randomly 
selected 8th grade students for use in your doctoral dissertation 
at the University of Massachusetts. 
I have discussed this request with Mr. Paparella and Dr. Peppi- 
att and we all feel that a research undertaking of this nature would 
be most helpful and useful to us in this district. You are, there¬ 
fore, granted permission to make copies of the student testing 
materials for confidential use in your study. 
I think all three of us would be most interested in following 
the progress that you make and in receiving information about your 
project as it becomes available. I certainly would be most interested 
in discussing the major objectives and anticipated outcomes of your 
study with you. 
Good luck. 
Sincerely yours. 
Ticknor B. Litchfield 
Assistant Superintendent 
TBL:mtm 
cc: Mr. Paparella 
Dr. Peppiatt 
Mr. Gaunt 
67 
SCORING GUIDES 
These scoring and descriptive guides have been adapted from 
those used in the NAEP study. Report on Writing Mechanics, 1969-1974. 
Both guides were designed to allow the writer as much flexibility as 
possible under existing rules for correct writing; consequently, any 
time two authorities on mechanics disagreed, the most informal 
interpretation was used. All one hundred papers were legible and 
could be intelligibly interpreted. Each paper was descriptively 
analyzed paying close attention to the following: paragraphs, 
sentences including awkwardness, punctuation marks, spelling, and 
choice of words including problems in agreement. (See worksheet for 
data collection and the data collection sheet in Appendix B.) 
Paragraphs 
There were two possible descriptions for a paragraph: paragraph 
used and paragraph coherent. Every paper had at least one paragraph. 
Paragraph used indicated the paragraph was essentially a visual 
device. The writer used indentation, skipped a line, or stopped in 
the middle of a line and started back at the margin, but the paragraph 
was neither coherent nor developed. The one sentence paragraph was 
generally placed in this category. 
Paragraph coherent indicated an interconnectedness among 
sentences and among ideas within those sentences. The relationship of 
each sentence's idea to those that preceded and followed it was clear. 
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In other words, when reading a coherent paper, the reader should never 
have been confused about the order of its parts or their relationship 
to each other. 
In order to be counted as a legitimate paragraph, the paragraph 
had to be recognizable as a paragraph in both form and content. 
Sentences 
Every sentence in a piece of writing was categorized according 
to the following scheme: 
1. An incorrect sentence fragment was any word group, other than an 
independent clause, written and punctuated like a sentence. 
2. A simple sentence was a sentence that contained a subject and a 
verb and may have had an object or a subject complement. 
3. A compound sentence was two or more independent clauses joined 
by something other than a comma (usually a coordinating 
conjunction or a semicolon). 
4. A complex sentence contained at least one independent clause and 
one dependent clause, which was defined as a group of words that 
could not stand alone as a sentence but contained both a subject 
and a verb. 
5. A sentence was scored for awkwardness once, regardless of the 
number of faults in that sentence. Rules for determining 
awkwardness were as follows: 
a. Faulty subordination—putting the main idea into a dependent 
clause and the secondary idea into a main clause. 
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b. Unclear pronoun antecedent 
c. Dangling (misplaced) modifier 
d. Omitted or extra words 
(1) when part of the verb was missing 
(2) redundance 
(3) double negative 
e. Faulty coordination-*-two or more independent clauses that are 
written as one sentence but not logically related 
f. Mixed or illogical constructions such as faulty parallelism 
g. Split construction 
(1) split infinitive 
(2) separation of subject and verb, parts of a verb, or verb 
and object can be awkward. 
6. An incorrect sentence is defined as one that is a fragment, a 
run on, or an awkward sentence that so distorts the meaning that 
it is difficult to understand. 
Punctuation Marks 
Every punctuation error was scored at the point where the error 
occurred. Errors of commission and errors of omission were scored for 
commas, dashes, quotation marks, semicolons, apostrophes, and end 
marks. The guidelines for scoring were based on the most informal 
rules of usage. The writer was usually given the benefit of any 
doubt. 
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This research used only the number of correct marks of 
punctuation, both internal and end. 
Rules used were: 
1. Commas and dashes 
a. A series of three or more nouns, verbs,phrases, or dependent 
clauses must be separated by commas. There should be a 
comma before the conjunction. 
b. Two or more equal adjectives must be separated by commas if 
there is no coordinating conjunction. There is no comma 
between the last adjective and the noun it modifies. 
c. A nonrestricti ve modi fier-^appositi ve, phrase, or clause- 
must be set off from the rest of the sentence with commas. A 
nonrestri cti ve modifier describes and adds information but 
does not point out or identify; the sentence does not change 
radically or become meaningless when the modifier is omitted. 
d. Commas must precede and follow titles and degrees (when they 
follow a name) and they must follow elements in dates, 
places, and addresses. 
e. When a dependent clause, gerund phrase, or absolute phrase 
starts a sentence, it must have a comma after it. 
f. When a long (arbitrary five or more words) prepositional 
phrase starts a sentence, it must be followed by a comma. If 
it is short and there is no possibility of confusion, the 
comma is optional. 
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g. Separate mild interrupters from the rest of the sentence with 
commas. Mild interrupters may be parenthetical expressions, 
transitional words, well, yes, no, at the beginning of a 
sentence. 
h. Dashes indicate a sudden change of thought in a sentence. 
i. Dashes indicate a summarizing thought or an after-thought 
added to the end of a sentence. 
2. Quotation Marks 
a. In dialogue, quotation marks must be around what is said. 
Separate who said it from what is said with commas. Periods 
and commas go inside quotation marks. 
b. If one set of quotation marks is present, there must be two. 
Mark one error. Location of quotation marks other than for 
dialogue is the writer's prerogative. 
3. Semicolon 
a. If a compound sentence has commas in both independent 
clauses, a semicolon must precede the conjunction. 
b. Two independent clauses can be separated by a semicolon or a 
semicolon and a connector. 
4. End Marks. Every sentence had to have some type of end 
punctuation if the sentence started with a capital letter. 
5. Apostrophe. According to the rules defined and illustrated in 
any popular handbook on English such as Sheridan Baker's The 
Practical Stylist, Fifth Edition. 
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Additional comments regarding the scoring of punctuation 
1. Credit was always given for use of the least-sophisticated 
punctuation. 
2. Punctuation errors not defined in the guide were disregarded. 
(Certain items were not included because of the nature of the 
discourse.) 
3. All correct punctuation marks were included in the totals. 
Spelling 
Each misspelled word was counted including those misspelled 
because of the following errors: 
1. Reversal (usually a perception problem) 
a. Letter reversal (The student writes the letter backwards.) 
b. Word reversal (The student reverses the order of letters in a 
word. This fault usually involves two or three letter words.) 
2. Plural 
a. Plural not formed (Clearly not an agreement problem.) 
b. Plural formed incorrectly 
3. Phonetic attempt 
4. Other spelling error^-including wrong word division at the end 
of a line, beginning a sentence with a numeral, making two words 
into one word or one word into two words, and superfluous 
piurals. 
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Word Choice (Including Agreement) 
A word choice error resulted when one word was used instead of 
another, which would clearly have been better. If a particular word 
could have been changed one or more ways, any of which would have 
corrected the diction error, the word was scored as a word-choice 
error. Each word, considered to be an incorrect choice, was scored as 
error according to the following: 
1. Structure word error 
2. Other word-choice error 
a. Wrong principal part of verb 
b. Attempted verb, adjective, or adverb form that is nonexistent 
or unacceptable 
c. Agreement errors as follows: 
(1) Compound subject with an "and" takes a plural 
(2) A collective noun takes a singular when referring to the 
group as a unit but takes a plural when members are 
active as individuals. 
(3) Some nouns are written as plurals but have a singular 
meaning. When used as subjects, they take a singular. 
(4) Some nouns are written as plurals but have a singular 
meaning. When they are subjects, they take a plural. 
(5) Some nouns have the same form in the plural as in the 
singular. These nouns take the singular or the plural 
depending on the context of the sentence. 
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(6) Many nouns ending in "ics" take a singular or plural 
depending on how they are used. When they refer to a 
body of knowledge or a course of study, they are 
singular. When they refer to qualities or activities, 
they are plural. 
(7) After who, which, or that, the verb must agree with the 
clause's antecedent. 
(8) Time, amounts of money, and quantities are singular. 
(9) When a phrase is the subject of a sentence, a singular 
verb is used. 
3. Rules for noun/modifier agreement 
a. "A" is used before all consonant sounds including sounded "h". 
b. "An" is used before all vowel sounds including silent "h". 
4. Rules used for subject/object pronoun usage were: 
a. Subject pronouns'll, you, he, she, it, we, they, who. Use 
when the pronoun is the subject of a verb. 
b. Object pronouns—me, you, him, her, it, us, them, whom. Use 
when the pronoun is the direct object, the object of the 
preposition, or the subject or object of an infinitive. 
APPENDIX B 
1. Worksheets for Data Collection 
2. Additional Data 
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Worksheet for Data Collection 
Kind of Discourse_ Number_ 
-°yNTS NUMBER 
1. Letter count.. 
2. Word count.. 
3. Sentence count.. 
4. Punctuation count . 4. 
5. Paragraph count.5. 
SENTENCES TALLY 
6. Simple_6. 
7. Compound_7. _ 
8. Complex_8. _ 
9. Run-on_9. _ 
10. Fragment_10. _ 
11. Awkward_11. _ 
ERRORS 
12. Misspelled words_12. _ 
13. Word-choice errors  13. _ 
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Data Collection Sheet 
Holistic score 
Words/piece of writing 
Sentences/piece of writing 
Paragraphs/piece of writing 
Punctuation marks 
Letters/word 
Words/sentence 
Sentences/paragraph 
Simple sentences 
Compound sentences 
Run-on sentences 
Fragments (incorrect) 
Awkward sentences 
Number misspelled words 
Number word-choice errors 
Appearance score 
Iowa Reading Level _ 
Iowa Language Level _ 
IQ Score _ 
Number 
Report Essay 
Sex 
Race 
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Rater 
_ Kind of Discourse R c 
Paper Number Grade 
1 _ 
9 _ 
16 _ 
41 _ 
43 _ 
46 _ 
57 _ 
64 _ 
75 _ 
77 _ 
85 _ 
88 _ 
94 _ 
111 _ 
117 _ 
134 _ 
141 _ 
142 _ 
148 _ 
161 _ 
168 _ 
176 _ 
190 _ 
200 _ 
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Paper Number Grade 
208 
215 
218 
234 
242 
246 
286 
297 
307 
311 
314 
316 
318 
325 
349 
351 
361 
393 
418 
422 
434 
439 
440 
445 
447 
80 
Correlation Coefficients 
1. Reportage and Composition.. 5^ 
2. Reportage and Reading.. 53) 
3. Composition and Reading.( .55) 
4. Reportage and Language.( .66) 
5. Composition and Language.( .59) 
6. Reportage and IQ.( .51) 
7. Composition and I .( .40) 
8. Reportage and Number of Words.( .42) 
9. Composition and Number of Words.( .36) 
10. Reportage and Letters/Word.( .31) 
11. Composition and Letters/Word.( .51) 
12. Reportage and Number of Paragraphs.( .12) 
13. Composition and Number of Sentences.( .39) 
14. Reportage and Number of Paragraphs.( .21) 
15. Composition and Number of Paragraphs.( .29) 
16. Reportage and Number/Punctuation Marks.( .42) 
17. Composition and Number/Punctuation Marks.( .42) 
18. Reportage and Number of Words/Sentence.(.004) 
19. Composition and Number of Words/Sentence.(-.14) 
20. Reportage and Sentences/Paragraph.( -10) 
21. Composition and Sentences/Paragraph.(-.23) 
22. Reportage and Number/Simple Sentences.( 
23. Composition and Number/Simple Sentences.( *47^ 
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24. Reportage and Number/Compound Sentences.( ,21) 
25. Composition and Number/Compound Sentences.( .17) 
26. Reportage and Number/Complex Sentences.( .24) 
27. Composition and Number/Complex Sentences.( .18) 
28. Reportage and Sentence Errors.(-.45) 
29. Composition and Sentence Errors.(-.29) 
30. Reportage and Spelling Errors.(-.40) 
31. Composition and Spelling Errors.(-.51) 
32. Reportage and Usage Errors.(-.40) 
33. Composition and Usage Errors.(-.41) 
34. Reportage and Appearance.( .55) 
35. Composition and Appearance.( .40) 
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Names in Sample and Number of Letters/Word 
No. Name Report Essay 
1. 1 Abery, Jennifer 4.075 4.442 
2. 9 Ballantyne, Jessica 4.854 4.295 
3. 16 Ben-Dor, Eldad 3.920 4.193 
4. 41 Burke, James 3.835 4.074 
5. 43 Butin, Dan 3.790 4.114 
6. 46 Calderwood, Eric 4.014 3.825 
7. 57 Cavezza, Victoria 3.899 4.133 
8. 64 Circelli, Linda 3.964 4.259 
9. 75 Collins, Victoria 4.020 4.122 
10. 77 Col umbo. Dawn 4.797 4.738 
11. 85 Corcoran, Michael 4.009 4.309 
12. 88 Courtney, Kelly 3.772 4.361 
13. 94 Cuomo, Scott 3.968 3.912 
14. 111 DiFalco, Richard 3.957 3.882 
15. 117 Dobrin, Laura 4.098 4.370 
16. 134 Figliacconi, Tina 4.016 4.233 
17. 141 Frankild, James 3.663 3.898 
18. 142 Franks, Kathryn 4.407 4.414 
19. 148 Gannon, Lisa 4.074 4.600 
20. 161 Gould, Theresa 4.030 4.378 
21. 168 Griffin, William 3.915 3.877 
22. 176 Halbohm, Thomas 4.008 3.800 
23. 190 Hoffman, Susan 4.028 4.376 
24. 198 Isenberg, Paula 3.932 4.352 
25. 200 Iskowitz, Belinda 4.053 4.146 
26. 208 Johnson, Beth 4.219 4.026 
.
 
r
-
 
CM
 
215 Keating, Philip 3.934 4.485 
•
 
CO
 
CM
 
218 Kelly, Christine 4.492 4.365 
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No. Name Report Essay 
29. 234 Lawler, Elizabeth 4.056 4.285 
30. 242 Ley, Carolyn 4.220 4.286 
31. 246 Longobardo, Doreen 4.277 4.288 
32. 286 Miele, Donna 4.422 4.351 
33. 297 Morris, Christopher 4.012 4.151 
34. 307 Murphy, Brian 4.380 4.148 
35. 311 Naber, Patricia 4.034 4.120 
36. 314 Nebel, Richard 4.048 4.085 
37. 316 Neufer, Karl 3.972 4.222 
•
 
0
0
 
C
O
 318 Nugent, Michael 4.272 4.500 
39. 325 01 i veri, Joyce 4.141 3.850 
40. 349 Remmel, Teri 3.902 4.149 
41. 351 Resnick, Susan 4.153 4.187 
42. 361 Rondina, Christopher 4.168 4.477 
43. 393 Sloane, Danielle 4.203 4.431 
44. 418 Tolve, Karen 4.070 4.211 
45. 422 Van Dunk, Mangus 3.721 3.842 
46. 434 Warren, Kim 3.707 4.390 
47. 439 Witkin, Scott 4.048 4.178 
48. 440 Woods, Susan 3.843 3.916 
49. 445 Zdrodowski, Lisa 4.460 4.712 
50. 447 Zeoli, Ronni 3.969 3.971 
1 
9 
16 
41 
43 
46 
57 
64 
75 
77 
85 
94 
111 
117 
134 
141 
142 
148 
161 
168 
176 
190 
198 
200 
208 
86 
Iowa R Iowa L IQ Rep. Ess. Total 
7 . 2 8 . 7 1 0 5 7 0 6 8 1 3 8 
13.0 12.5 130 80 90 170 
12.7 10.8 127 70 68 138 
10.7 10.8 115 83 85 168 
13.0 11.6 •*** 85 85 170 
7.0 7.3 124 60 68 128 
9.4 10.4 116 75 93 168 
9.7 9.3 113 78 90 168 
10.7 10.1 118 78 83 161 
11.2 11.4 121 75 90 165 
10.0 11.1 104 75 80 155 
5.4 5.7 92 60 65 133 
8.2 8.5 109 65 55 120 
11.2 11.9 127 85 80 165 
7.4 7.6 96 75 73 148 
9.1 8.2 111 70 65 135 
13.0 12.5 131 90 85 175 
10.7 10.7 126 85 80 165 
8.3 9.6 103 88 80 168 
9.0 9.2 96 75 68 143 
7.2 6.0 94 63 75 138 
9.7 11.2 108 78 80 158 
9.3 10.9 99 83 85 168 
7.6 7.6 112 80 75 155 
8.6 9.4 111 88 75 163 
11.2 10.1 114 73 80 153 
10.5 11.4 115 93 90 183 
10.5 10.9 121 90 85 175 
246 
286 
297 
307 
311 
314 
316 
318 
325 
349 
351 
361 
393 
418 
422 
434 
439 
440 
445 
447 
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Iowa R Iowa L IQ Rep. Ess. Total 
7.6 8.9 97 70 73 143 
12.7 13.4 147 95 90 185 
10.8 10.3 114 80 60 140 
10.0 11.6 104 80 85 165 
6.2 7.0 77 55 75 130 
8.2 9.0 110 88 83 171 
10.8 11.3 124 80 90 170 
11.7 9.4 90 93 183 
10.8 10.9 118 88 75 163 
8.3 10.8 122 78 63 141 
10.7 12.5 104 90 78 168 
11.5 11.1 129 93 83 176 
8.3 10.0 106 68 70 138 
10.0 12.0 80 98 178 
7.1 7.0 no 65 68 133 
7.2 9.2 115 85 65 150 
11.5 11.1 121 75 88 163 
8.3 8.4 98 73 58 131 
11.7 12.0 121 95 85 180 
8.2 8.7 83 60 143 
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Number words Sentences 
R. C. Avg. R. C. Avg. 
1 161 165 163.0 13 9 11.0 
9 144 190 167.0 11 10 10.5 
16 175 171 173.0 9 9 9.0 
41 254 175 214.5 19 11 15.0 
43 243 184 213.5 17 11 14.0 
46 139 160 149.5 6 6 6.0 
57 286 323 304.5 20 20 20.0 
64 222 166 194.0 18 12 15.0 
75 148 172 160.0 11 9 10.0 
77 251 301 276.0 19 17 18.0 
85 215 165 190.0 15 12 13.5 
88 268 166 217.0 19 13 16.0 
94 154 137 145.5 17 12 14.5 
111 209 186 197.5 12 9 10.5 
117 205 181 193.0 13 14 13.5 
134 178 163 170.5 14 8 11.0 
141 196 178 187.0 13 9 11.0 
142 228 217 222.5 12 11 11.5 
148 187 145 166.0 11 10 10.5 
161 198 164 131.0 13 12 12.5 
168 212 213 212.5 12 11 11.5 
176 127 246 186.5 13 15 14.0 
190 141 130 135.5 11 9 10.0 
198 206 213 109.5 14 12 13.0 
200 169 158 163.5 14 9 11.5 
208 187 153 170.0 14 9 11.5 
215 183 208 195.5 10 9 9.5 
Number 
218 
234 
242 
246 
286 
297 
307 
311 
314 
316 
318 
325 
349 
351 
361 
393 
418 
422 
434 
439 
440 
445 
447 
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Words Sentences 
R. C. Avg. R. C. Avg. 
242 197 219.5 19 12 15.5 
177 179 178.0 13 12 12.5 
273 185 229.0 15 9 12.0 
137 202 169.5 13 12 12.5 
244 188 216.0 17 9 13.0 
243 225 234.0 13 9 11.0 
142 122 132.0 13 8 10.5 
267 209 238.0 22 16 19.0 
165 176 170.5 14 11 12.5 
143 216 179.5 9 11 10.0 
191 164 177.5 15 10 12.5 
219 167 193.0 15 8 11.5 
237 181 209.0 14 9 11.5 
209 150 179.5 19 10 14.5 
226 135 230.5 14 17 15.5 
128 169 148.5 14 6 10.0 
185 199 192.0 13 14 13.5 
276 203 239.5 15 8 11.5 
154 187 170.5 13 9 11.0 
186 163 174.5 11 10 10.5 
153 143 148.0 12 9 10.5 
202 205 203.5 16 13 14.5 
193 170 181.5 11 10 10.5 
1 
9 
16 
41 
43 
46 
57 
64 
75 
77 
85 
88 
94 
111 
117 
134 
141 
142 
148 
161 
168 
176 
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Paragraphs Punctuation Words/Sentence 
R. C. Avg. R. C. Avg. R. C. Avg. 
1 2 1.5 12 10 11.0 12.4 18.3 15.4 
3 3 3.0 24 19 21.5 13.1 19.0 15.1 
1 1 1.0 19 12 15.5 19.4 19.1 19.3 
6 4 5.0 21 12 16.5 13.3 15.9 14.6 
5 4 4.5 20 12 16.0 14.3 16.7 15.5 
3 1 2.0 9 8 8.5 23.2 26.7 25.0 
6 6 6.0 21 23 22.0 14.3 16.2 15.3 
5 4 4.5 24 12 18.0 12.3 13.8 13.1 
4 3 3.5 16 10 13.0 13.5 19.1 16.3 
3 4 3.5 24 25 14.5 13.2 17.7 15.5 
2 3 2.5 21 18 19.5 14.3 13.8 14.1 
6 5 5.5 25 14 19.5 14.1 12.8 13.5 
6 5 5.5 16 12 14.0 9.1 11.4 10.2 
4 1 2.5 11 10 10.5 17.4 20.7 19.1 
2 4 3.0 19 18 18.5 15.8 12.9 14.4 
3 2 2.5 15 7 11.0 12.8 20.4 16.6 
3 4 3.5 13 12 12.5 15.1 19.8 17.5 
3 4 3.5 25 18 21.5 19.0 19.7 19.4 
5 3 4.0 15 12 13.5 17.0 14.5 15.8 
6 4 5.0 15 12 13.5 15.2 13.7 14.5 
3 3 3.0 17 15 16.0 17.7 19.4 18.6 
2 3 2.5 12 13 12.5 9.8 16.4 13.1 
3 4 3.5 13 14 13.5 12.9 14.4 13.7 
7 3 5.0 17 16 16.5 14.8 17.6 16.2 
4 3 3.5 14 11 12.5 12.1 17.6 14.9 
1 1 1.0 19 11 15.0 13.4 17.0 15.2 
Number 
215 
218 
234 
242 
246 
286 
297 
307 
311 
314 
316 
318 
325 
349 
351 
361 
393 
418 
422 
434 
439 
440 
445 
447 
91 
Paragraphs Punctuation Words/Sentence 
C. Avg. R. C. Avg. R. C. Avg. 
l 4 2.5 10 8 9.0 18.3 23.1 20.7 
4 3 3.5 21 13 17.0 12.8 16.4 14.6 
6 4 5.0 21 20 20.5 13.7 14.9 14.3 
5 4 4.5 26 14 20.0 18.2 20.1 19.2 
3 4 3.5 15 11 13.0 10.5 16.8 13.7 
4 2 3.0 42 20 31.0 14.4 20.9 17.7 
1 1 1.0 17 15 16.0 18.7 25.0 21.9 
2 3 2.5 19 12 15.5 10.9 15.6 13.3 
5 4 4.5 20 10 15.0 12.1 13.1 12.6 
3 4 3.5 20 18 19.0 11.8 16.0 13.9 
1 4 2.5 13 16 14.5 15.9 19.6 17.8 
3 4 3.5 16 10 13.0 12.7 16.4 14.6 
3 4 3.5 15 10 12.5 14.6 20.9 17.8 
1 1 1.0 18 13 15.5 16.9 20.1 18.5 
6 4 5.0 27 17 22.0 11.0 15.0 13.0 
4 4 4.0 17 17 17.0 16.1 13.8 15.0 
1 4 2.5 14 9 11.5 9.1 28.2 18.7 
4 4 4.0 23 20 21.5 14.2 14.2 14.2 
1 1 1.0 13 6 9.5 18.4 25.3 21.9 
3 4 3.5 11 14 12.5 11.8 20.8 16.3 
5 2 3.5 9 17 13.0 16.9 16.3 16.6 
5 3 4.0 14 13 14.0 12.8 15.9 14.4 
5 3 4.0 20 20 20.0 12.6 15.8 14.2 
4 2 3.0 10 8 9.0 17.5 17.0 17.3 
1 
9 
16 
41 
43 
46 
57 
64 
75 
77 
85 
88 
94 
111 
117 
134 
141 
142 
148 
161 
168 
176 
190 
1 
3 
4 
2 
1 
2 
3 
2 
4 
2 
1 
1 
2 
3 
3 
1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
Sent/Paragraph Simple Compound 
R C R C R C 
13.0 4.5 9 3 1 
3.7 3.3 7 6 1 3 
9.0 9.0 2 3 4 1 
3.2 2.8 17 6 -j -7 
3.4 2.8 16 8 - 1 
2.0 6.0 3 2 1 2 
3.3 3.3 14 11 4 2 
3.6 3.0 13 7 1 r. 
2.8 3.0 9 4 2 3 
6.3 4.3 14 12 1 1 
7.5 4.0 12 8 3 
3.2 2.6 13 10 1 1 
2.8 2.4 16 10 - 1 
3.0 9.0 6 2 
6.5 3.5 8 9 3 2 
4.7 4.0 8 2 2 2 
4.3 2.3 6 3 - 1 
4.0 2.8 5 6 3 1 
2.2 3.3 9 7 1 1 
2.2 3.0 5 9 2 1 
4.0 3.7 6 4 1 3 
6.5 5.0 10 10 1 
3.7 2.3 6 6 1 1 
2.0 4.0 12 9 1 
3.5 3.0 10 7 1 2 
14.0 9.0 7 2 1 1 
Number 
215 
218 
234 
242 
246 
286 
297 
307 
311 
314 
316 
318 
325 
349 
351 
361 
393 
418 
422 
434 
439 
440 
445 
447 
93 
Sent/Paragraph Simple Compound Complex 
R C R C R C R C 
10.0 2.3 5 4 2 1 1 3 
4.8 4.0 15 10 1 ■» 3 1 
2.2 3.0 10 7 2 3 2 
3.0 2.3 5 4 4 1 6 4 
4.3 3.0 9 5 1 2 1 1 
4.3 4.5 10 7 3 1 4 1 
13.0 9.0 8 5 1 2 1 •5 
6.5 2.7 12 5 •» •» 1 3 
4.4 4.0 10 6 1 5 1 
4.7 2.8 10 7 2 2 2 
9.0 2.8 6 7 1 ** 1 4 
5.0 2.5 13 8 •> 1 1 1 
5.0 2.0 11 2 •> 1 6 
14.0 9.0 9 5 2 1 1 3 
3.2 4.2 16 4 2 3 3 
3.5 4.3 11 13 1 ■» •? 3 
14.0 1.5 14 1 1 4 
3.3 3.5 12 9 1 •» 5 
15.0 8.0 8 1 - 1 
4.3 2.3 7 7 •? 2 •» 
2.2 5.0 6 9 2 •» 1 1 
2.4 3.0 7 6 4 1 
3.2 4.3 9 5 r? 1 7 6 
2.8 5.0 4 3 3 2 •> 3 
1 
9 
16 
41 
43 
46 
57 
64 
75 
77 
85 
88 
94 
111 
117 
134 
141 
142 
148 
161 
168 
176 
190 
7 
•5 
3 
2 
3 
5 
4 
1 
2 
6 
1 
11 
1 
2 
7 
3 
6 
6 
5 
5 
2 
2 
3 
6 
3 
Run-ons 
R_C 
3 2 
1 
1 
2 1 
1 
1 
2 
4 2 
1 
1 1 
5 
1 
1 1 
1 1 
2 2 
1 
2 
1 
1 2 
2 
Fragments 
__R_C_ 
2 
1 
3 
2 
1 
- 1 
1 1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 2 
1 
1 1 
- 1 
Awkward 
R C 
2 
2 
1 
1 1 
1 4 
2 
1 
2 1 
2 1 
1 
- 1 
1 1 
1 
1 
95 
Number Run-t 
R 
ons 
C 
Fragments 
R C 
Awkward 
R C 
Total 
Errors 
218 1 *9 -9 - 1 
234 1 *9 •9 - - 1 
242 •* -9 -9 -9 - •? 
246 - 1 1 1 1 4 
286 - -9 *9 *9 -9 •9 
297 3 2 -9 *9 -9 -9 5 
307 - -9 -9 •9 -9 *9 -9 
311 1 2 5 5 2 15 
314 2 -9 -9 -9 *9 *9 2 
316 •* -9 *9 *9 1 -9 1 
318 -9 -9 1 -9 *9 -9 1 
325 1 -9 *9 -9 2 -9 3 
349 2 -9 -9 -9 -9 -9 2 
351 -i' *9 -9 1 -9 -9 1 
361 1 *9 -9 1 1 -9 3 
393 -i -9 -9 *9 *9 -9 *9 
418 -9 -9 *9 -9 -9 -9 
422 7 5 - -9 -9 1 13 
434 4 1 -9 *9 *9 1 6 
439 -9 1 *9 1 *9 2 
440 1 -9 -9 1 - 1 3 
445 *9 -9 1 -9 *9 1 
447 4 -9 1 -9 1 6 
1 
9 
16 
41 
43 
46 
57 
64 
75 
77 
85 
88 
94 
111 
117 
134 
141 
142 
148 
161 
168 
176 
96 
Spelling Errors Usage Errors Total 
R_C Total_R C Total_ 
5 5 2 3 5 10 
1 3 4 
2 2 4 
- 3 3 
2 2 4 
2 1 3 
1 2 3 
- 1 1 
3 1 4 
3 10 13 
1 8 9 
3 13 16 
1 - 1 
1 1 
1 1 
- 3 3 
1 1 2 
1 - 1 
4-4 
1 3 4 
3 1 4 
1 1 2 
1 1 2 
- 1 1 
6 2 8 
5 6 11 
4 9 13 
1 1 
13 15 28 
1 2 3 
7 
6 
4 
8 
7 
7 
3 
6 
1 
21 
20 
29 
1 
29 
4 
1 
2 1 3 
1 4 5 
1 7 8 
1 1 
3 4 
1 1 
3 3 6 9 
8 3 11 16 
4 4 8 16 
12 3 3 
- 6 6 7 
4 11 15 19 
3 5 8 9 
1 
215 
218 
234 
242 
246 
286 
297 
307 
311 
314 
316 
318 
325 
349 
351 
361 
393 
418 
422 
434 
439 
440 
445 
447 
97 
Spelling Errors 
R_C Total 
1 1 
3 3 
1 1 2 
7 7 
5 5 
- 3 3 
- 3 3 
Usage Errors 
R C Total 
3 5 8 
1 1 
6 2 8 
2 3 5 
3 3 6 
6-6 
Total 
9 
4 
10 
12 
11 
3 
9 
1 2 3 
- 1 1 
- 1 1 
1 1 
1 - 1 
2 3 5 
2 2 
1 - 1 
4 7 11 
2 4 6 
1 3 4 
4 4 
- 1 1 
2 1 3 
12 12 24 
- 4 4 
- 1 1 
2 2 
3 1 4 
8 2 10 
1 - 1 
4 1 5 
3-3 
1 1 2 
5 4 9 
1 3 4 
10 5 15 
5 7 12 
1 1 
1 4 5 
27 
5 
2 
3 
5 
15 
1 
7 
3 
3 
20 
10 
19 
16 
2 
8 


